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Sir: 

This Reply Brief is in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed November 27, 

2009, setting a two month period for response extending until January 27, 2010. 

Appellant respectfully requests that the Examiner's decision to reject claims 1-4, 6-10, 12 

and 16 be reversed. 

The STATUS OF CLAIMS is provided on page 2 of the Reply Brief 

The GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL is 

provided on page 3 of the Reply Brief 

The ARGUMENT begins on page 4 of the Reply Brief 

The CONCLUSION is provided on page 6 of the Reply Brief 
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STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-4, 6-10, 12 and 16, all of the claims currently pending in this 
application, stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Appellant appeals the final 
rejection of claims 1-4, 6-10, 12 and 16. 

Claims 5, 1 1 and 13-15 were previously cancelled. 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Whether claims 1-4, 6-10, 12 and 16 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over Kanno et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,583,566) in view of Nishikori et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,627,584) and Tsuji et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,258,834). 
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ARGUMENT 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner has provided two primary responses to 
the arguments Appellant presented in Appellant's Appeal Brief. 

In the Examiner's first response, he notes that Kanno's medical instrument 
interfacing apparatus has a patient data management mode, but acknowledges that Kanno 
et al. does not disclose that a monitor displays a patient data list in the patient data 
management mode. However, the Examiner notes that Nishikori's endoscope system 
displays a patient data list on operation computer 3. Thus, the Examiner asserts that the 
combination of Kanno et al.. and Nishikori et al. teach a scene changing system that 
changes a scene displayed on the monitor between an endoscope image display scene and 
a patient data list display scene. 

Appellant respectfully disagrees. Appellant submits that an endoscope image is 
not displayed on Nishikori's operation computer 3. Rather, an endoscope image is only 
displayed on a separate monitor 13. See, e.g., col. 18, line 65 - col. 19, line 23 of 
Nishikori et al. As neither Karmo et al. nor Nishikori et al. disclose a single monitor 
which displays both an endoscope image and a patient data list. Appellant submits that 
the combination of these references do not teach a scene changing system that changes a 
scene displayed on the monitor between an endoscope image display scene and a patient 
data list display scene. 

In the Examiner's second response, the Examiner notes that Tsuji et al. discloses 
that a 19MHz clock allows data to be read more quickly than a 16MHz clock. However, 
Appellant submits that the 19MHz and 16MHz clocks referred to in Tsuji et al. are clocks 
which are provided to the CCDs 13 and 13a to control the rate at which data is read from 
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the CCDs. See, e.g., Figs. 2 and 3; col. 6, lines 15-17; col. 7, lines 8-10; and col. 8, lines 
5-35 of Tsuji et al. These clocks do not control the rate of data display on the monitor. 
Rather, the reference clock for the sync signal generator (SSG) 30 for the monitors 5, 5a 
in both of the embodiments shown in Figs. 2 and 3 is 14MHz. See, e.g.. Figs. 2 and 3; 
col. 6, lines 39-47; and col. 7, lines 38-39 of Tsuji et al. Accordingly, the 19MHz and 
16MHz clocks are not correlated to the scene displayed on the monitor. 

Further, as noted in Appellant's Appeal Brief, Tsuji' s 19MHz and 16MHz clocks 
are used in two different endoscopes. Thus, Tsuji's endoscopes 2, 2a do not include a 
single timing controller which outputs both of the 19MHz and 16MHz clocks. 

Furthermore, since Tsuji et al. does not disclose that a patient data list is displayed 
on the monitor, there is no suggestion in Tsuji et al. of using two separate clocks for an 
endoscope image display and a patient data list display. Thus, Tsuji et al. does not 
disclose or suggest a timing controller which outputs a first series of clock pulses having 
a first frequency when an endoscope image is displayed, and outputs a second series of 
clock pulses having a second frequency when a patient data list is displayed. 
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CONCLUSION 



Appellant submits that claims 1-4, 6-10, 12 and 16 would not have been obvious 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention in 
view of Kanno et al., Nishikori et al. and Tsuji et al.. Thus, Appellant respectfully 
requests that the Examiner's decision to reject claims 1-4, 6-10, 12 and 16 be reversed. 

If there are any questions regarding this application, any representative of the U.S. 
Patent and Trademark Office is invited to contact the undersigned at the telephone 
number listed below. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Ryo OZAWA 




January 27, 2010 

GREENBLUM & BERNSTEIN, P.L.C. 
1950 Roland Clarke Place 
Reston,VA 20191 
(703)716-1191 



James K. Moore, Jr. 
Reg. No. 56,272 
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